The assessment of the impact of European Structural and Investment Funds (ESIF) on Portuguese local government and which factors determine it is important given the magnitude of funds involved. As part of this larger question, this paper considers whether the holistic sustainability of local authorities-as measured by a Council Sustainability Index-can influence the impact of ESIF on the performance of Portuguese councils and which factors best explain these performance differences. Using a geometric distance function jointly with the Hicks-Moorsteen index, we investigate and present a conclusion on the differential impact of ESIF on sustainable and non-sustainable Portuguese councils over the period 2000 to 2014. Our findings also suggest that ESIF should continue fostering economic and social development at the local level regardless of council size or regional location since overall development will flow from this economic and social structural adjustment strategy.
Introduction
As in many European countries, Portuguese local government is responsible for major public investments, as well as for a wide range of local services. They deal with a range of public policy issues and functions that support economic development and improve the quality of life [1] . Local council performance is thus especially important in an era of economic uncertainty and increasing complexity [2] . Moreover, performance measurement and benchmarking in local government help to align the goals of governments with the goals of citizens [3] . Portuguese councils play a pivotal role since they are responsible for almost 30% of total investment, 15% of public employment, and 3% of public debt [4] .
The European Structural and Investment Funds (ESIF), established in 1986, plays a crucial role in the economic and social development of Portugal, especially at the local level. An important question in this regard hinges on determining whether ESIF have resulted in significant improvements in municipality performance and in the quality of life of residents. A thorough survey on the 308 Portuguese councils over the period 2000 to 2014, corresponding to the two final European Structural and Investment Funds (ESIF) (ESIF III and National Strategic Reference Framework (NSRF)), identified those aspects of EU programs which improved the performance and sustainability of Portuguese local government, namely competitiveness, territory development, and education factors [5] . Moreover, it highlighted the significance of this impact given the context of major
Understanding the Importance of "Holistic" Sustainability
Performance assessment is nonetheless important, because it allows for an effective inter-council comparison in terms of value for money of the service provision on the one hand, and management performance in terms of happiness and community satisfaction on the other hand [23] . Efficiency focuses attention on the inputs and outputs used and produced, whereas effectiveness concentrates on community satisfaction with the council services and investment capacity for sustainable development.
Sustainable development forms a capstone of the approach we advocate for local government. In this scope, Bartelmus [24] presented the foundations of sustainable development, contending that after repeated failure of the International Development Strategies of the United Nations, an alternative development concept was necessary. The World Conservation Strategy was the first to define "sustainable development" by means of conserving living resources [25] . The United Nations later established the World Commission on Environment and Development (WCED) in 1985 to investigate the causes and remedies of development failures. The WCED defined "sustainable development" as a process which meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs, thereby joining environmental objectives and economic growth objectives [26] .
This general definition of sustainability forms the basis for our local government evaluation approach. Thus, in contrast to the narrow financial viability, community sustainability would embrace wider economic, political, and sociological attributes. In its broader connotation, "holistic sustainability is the ability of a local authority to function effectively over the long term" [27] .
In Europe, several conceptual frameworks or methods to develop local sustainability indicators have been carried out (for an overview of similar projects, see Pires et al. [28] ).
Key financial performance indicators, ratios, and indexes are only broadly indicative of the real situation of individual councils. Local government sustainability should be assessed in a broader perspective, in terms of a council's ability to perform effectively over the long term and the satisfaction of community interests, as presented below in Table 2 [23] . Table 2 . Different holistic sustainability definitions.
Author Date Concepts and Definitions
Vetter and Kersting [29] 2003 Economic and political attributes must be considered.
Aulich [30] 2005
Local government dual role (democratic organization and service provider); the importance of efficient service provision together with effective local democracy.
Dollery, Garcea and Lesage [31] 2008
Five main pillars of local government sustainability: demographic factors, council revenue, council expenditure, council financial management, and council governance.
Dollery, Crase and Grant [32] 2011
The importance of local democracy (good governance), local social capital (citizens "sense of community" and "sense of place"), and local government capacity (well-functioning elected leadership and administrative and technical expertise).
Bell and Morse [33] 2013 Measuring sustainability at local and regional levels. New ways of thinking about sustainability indicators.
Warburton [34] 2013
Community participation and sustainable development. The connections between environmental action and community-based activities.
Wates [35] 2014 New methods of community planning. How communities become safer, stronger, wealthier, and more sustainable.
The concept of local government sustainability is indeed much broader than simple financial sustainability. Communities or "holistic" sustainability really matters concerning local government evaluation [36] .
Councils currently compete for practical and tangible issues, such as financial resources and new investments. However, financial and investment decisions, transparency, corruption control, and public participation and satisfaction gained an objective pathway and a trustful local government assessment tool.
Therefore, a fresh approach, conceptualizing and implementing a Councils' Sustainability Index (CSI), is required to address the problems of strategic management, in addition to funding and sustainable development in local government.
A Portuguese Council Sustainability Index (CSI)
The development and application of a new CSI to Portuguese local government represented an important step forward in improving the informational basis for future policymaking.
The CSI constructed by Caldas et al. [23] developed weighted evaluation criteria in conjunction with a range of stakeholders, including municipal officeholders and empirical experts on local government. Four major aspects of council sustainability were combined (governance, government effectiveness, economic and social development, as well as financial sustainability) containing 25 specific criteria. Figure 1 -the "value tree"-summarizes all the elements comprising the CSI, together with their respective weights [23] . Caldas et al. argued that their CSI approach, which was applied to Portuguese local government, can be employed for the evaluation of any local government system mutatis mutandis [37] .
Several dimensions of local government are aggregated in CSI using a Multi-criteria Decision Analysis model, encompassing council management, stakeholders, and community objectives. Integrating different stakeholders' interests contributes to an accurate evaluation of council sustainability, needs, and performance, and provides guidelines for better local government decision-making. Alternative methods (e.g., direct scoring methods or other probabilistic, empirical, and knowledge-based techniques) would have resulted in failure of the main goal of this investigation (i.e., to determine overall assessment of Portuguese local government performance and sustainability). It is important to recognize, however, that the CSI model possesses various limitations, requiring further attention. While this paper considered financial sustainability, governance, and sustainable development, other variables could also be assessed (or weighted in a different manner) to measure "holistic sustainability". Additionally, the prospect of applying the CSI beyond Portugal is important from a policy perspective. The crucial issue on this matter is that institutional framework and contextual Sustainability 2018, 10, 910 7 of 23 information of the region/country analyzed is imperative to determine the most adequate DMG, as well as the variables selection. Consideration of different forms of governance and different local modus operandi should determine a customized CSI. This could address different institutional realities. We would, then, be able to compare holistic sustainability ratios and local government performance. Simultaneously, we could assess the effectiveness of CSI format to evaluate local government performance and sustainability worldwide. Tables A2 and A3 in the Appendix A detail the most sustainable councils (best 10% of performers) and non-sustainable councils (worst 10% of performers), respectively. These groupings form the two different clusters examined in this paper with respect to EU funding program impact. Considering decile (top and bottom line of CSI), rather than, for example, quartile, allowed us to catch more significant differences on the level of council sustainability, based on financial and non-financial factors. Thus, this option allowed a clearer distinction of the potential capacity each council might have for investments and funds absorption and development (conceiving that a priori top sustainability predetermines higher EU impact and bottom sustainability lower EU impact).
Methodological Considerations
The methodology employed in the present study follows Ferreira and Marques [38] . Consider a council whose performance relative to a set of different groups (or clusters) is being assessed. Because one should compare likes with likes, those authors proposed a three-cycle Monte Carlo procedure to search for comparable potential benchmarks (best practices) in the different clusters. This procedure avoids the endogeneity problem, which can be very serious. Gaps between achieved benchmarks disentangle potential frontier shifts, and efficiency spreads. The former discloses which cluster is the most productive, whereas the latter reflects the consistency of the efficiency levels of each group. Hence, Ferreira and Marques [38] augmented the radial HMI to account for any inefficiency source and benchmarking adopted model. The new index of productivity HMI was, then, coupled with the three-cycle Monte Carlo procedure to obtain a large set of efficiency estimates and, for that reason, if offers robust and statistical tools for efficiency and productivity analysis. The framework is summarized in Figure 2 and detailed hereinafter. It is important to recognize, however, that the CSI model possesses various limitations, requiring further attention. While this paper considered financial sustainability, governance, and sustainable development, other variables could also be assessed (or weighted in a different manner) to measure "holistic sustainability". Additionally, the prospect of applying the CSI beyond Portugal is important from a policy perspective. The crucial issue on this matter is that institutional framework and contextual information of the region/country analyzed is imperative to determine the most adequate DMG, as well as the variables selection. Consideration of different forms of governance and different local modus operandi should determine a customized CSI. This could address different institutional realities. We would, then, be able to compare holistic sustainability ratios and local government performance. Simultaneously, we could assess the effectiveness of CSI format to evaluate local government performance and sustainability worldwide. Tables A2 and A3 in the Appendix detail the most sustainable councils (best 10% of performers) and non-sustainable councils (worst 10% of performers), respectively. These groupings form the two different clusters examined in this paper with respect to EU funding program impact. Considering decile (top and bottom line of CSI), rather than, for example, quartile, allowed us to catch more significant differences on the level of council sustainability, based on financial and non-financial factors. Thus, this option allowed a clearer distinction of the potential capacity each council might have for investments and funds absorption and development (conceiving that a priori top sustainability predetermines higher EU impact and bottom sustainability lower EU impact).
The methodology employed in the present study follows Ferreira and Marques [38] . Consider a council whose performance relative to a set of different groups (or clusters) is being assessed. Because one should compare likes with likes, those authors proposed a three-cycle Monte Carlo procedure to search for comparable potential benchmarks (best practices) in the different clusters. This procedure avoids the endogeneity problem, which can be very serious. Gaps between achieved benchmarks disentangle potential frontier shifts, and efficiency spreads. The former discloses which cluster is the most productive, whereas the latter reflects the consistency of the efficiency levels of each group. Hence, Ferreira and Marques [38] augmented the radial HMI to account for any inefficiency source and benchmarking adopted model. The new index of productivity HMI was, then, coupled with the three-cycle Monte Carlo procedure to obtain a large set of efficiency estimates and, for that reason, if offers robust and statistical tools for efficiency and productivity analysis. The framework is summarized in Figure 2 and detailed hereinafter. In general, empirical studies rely either on parametric or nonparametric methods, creating full frontiers. In other words, entire samples are considered in these analyses. However, and regarding nonparametric methods-data envelopment analysis (DEA) and free disposal hull (FDH) [39] -full frontiers are particularly prone to the presence of outliers, extreme values, and the curse of dimensionality, which biases the results by overestimating the extent of inefficiency. The adoption of partial frontiers, like order-m and order-α [40] , seems to be more appropriate for (in) efficiency assessment in local government since they are less sensitive to these effects. Furthermore, the advantage of GDF-HMI is that it is a true measure of the total factor productivity and it is model-free because it is defined by means of targets (instead of direct measures of efficiency, like Shephard's radial distances). Thus, any model able to compute efficient targets can be utilized with GDF-HMI. One example of such a model is the directional order-α, as mentioned.
After a cluster has been selected as the reference, say A, we then seek comparable decision-making units (councils) in another cluster, say B. Comparability is based on a set of variables, like demographic variables, the scope of services, and the like. In the present context, we use a single variable: population size. Statistical robustness is ensured through bootstrapping iterations (15,000 iterations in our case) (see Ferreira and Marques [38] for details of this procedure).
It is important to distinguish between the two main performance measures: efficiency and productivity.
Definition 0 (Efficiency and productivity). Consider two groups (clusters) of councils, whose performance is being assessed. Each group has a specific frontier characterizing its underlying production technology. Benchmarks (or best practices) of each technology are placed onto the corresponding frontier. Thus:
•
Efficiency focuses on the relative position of the councils from a group with respect to their own corresponding frontier; the more below the frontier, the more inefficient these councils.
Productivity concerns the relative position of both frontiers (i.e., technologies); one cluster is more productive than the other if the former benchmarks can produce more outputs with fewer inputs than the best practices of the other group [41] . Let us consider two clusters, A = {non-sustainable councils} and B = {sustainable councils}, as achieved through the CSI approach (vide supra). Each cluster is totally characterized by a set of m inputs (consumed resources), X i , i = 1 . . . , m, and s produced outputs (goods and/or services), Y r , r = 1, . . . , s. Suppose these clusters have sizes n A and n B , respectively. These n * councils are responsible for the production process, say Ψ A = {1, . . . , j A , . . . , n A } and Ψ B = {1, . . . , j B , . . . , n B }, and at the same time they face a set of q exogenous variables, Z p , p = 1, . . . , q. Some of those councils are more efficient than the others in the very same cluster. The Pareto-efficient councils are placed in the efficient frontier (or technology), ∂Ψ A and ∂Ψ B , which in turn can be constructed via non/semi-parametric tools, such as data envelopment analysis (DEA)-like methods. Now, consider a single council 0 from a specific cluster, say A, and denote it by x 0,i , y 0,r z 0,p ∈ Ψ A . We intend to achieve its targets on the frontier of another cluster,
is the set of m+s targets of council 0 with respect to the frontier of that cluster, ∂Ψ B , and
Y is a directional vector controlling for the direction in which council 0 is projected on ∂Ψ * . Targets can be pre-defined or empirically determined. In the latter case, if DEA-like methods are employed, a linear combination of (at least, one) Pareto-efficient councils in ∂Ψ B is used to
Assessing these values assumes a prominent role in Ferreira and Marques' approach, as shown later. The next subsection describes how these targets can be computed through a very robust semi-parametric frontier-based method.
Assessing Targets. This paper adopts the bidirectional order-α (BDO-α) method, as introduced by Daraio and Simar [42] . Unlike standard DEA programs, BDO-α is less sensitive to outliers, extreme values, and the so-called curse of dimensionality, which results from many variables (either inputs or outputs) alongside a very low number of councils. It constructs an empirical nonconvex frontier by fixing the value of 1-α, which measures the probability of observing points above that frontier. These points are likely outliers or extreme values. Another advantage of this method (over its standard inputand output-oriented versions) is that it allows both input contraction and output expansion following the direction path defined by 
) is adopted. This choice of directional vector imposes that the input contraction and output expansion occur at the same rate. [42] , and the equation :
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For what follows, let us consider the Definition 2 of TFP between two councils. Definition 1 and Hypothesis 1 will be employed henceforth.
From Definition 1, we can state that TFP AB (x 1 , y 1 ; x 2 , y 2 ) > 1 when council 2 (read sustainable councils) is more productive than council 1 (read non-sustainable councils). Furthermore, this TFP formulation is decomposable into several terms, see Definitions 3 up to 6.
Definition 2 (TFP).
The total factor productivity (TFP) between two councils, (x 1 , y 1 |z 1 ) ∈ Ψ A and (x 2 , y 2 |z 2 ) ∈ Ψ B is defined by TFP(x 1 , y 1 ;
, with M : R s → R and L : R m → R.
Hypothesis 2(H2) (TFP).
If both M and Lfunctions are the geometric mean of their own arguments (vectors), then the previous measure of TFP is multiplicatively complete [25] , i.e., it confirms the axioms of positivity, continuity, monotonicity, homogeneity, identity, commensurability, and reversal property. The TFP is then given by the following equation [43] :
Now, let us define a function, ℘ ( . Suppose that ℘ is the geometric mean. Then, ℘ N A x A j A ,i,
. TFP is decomposable into three main terms: efficiency spread, technology gap, and returns-to-scale. Their aggregated versions are defined as follows, which provides an overview of the relative performance of clusters.
Definition 3 (Efficiency spread, ES). Let us consider two directional vectors,
, where ε is a positive non-Archimedean number (as small as possible, say ε ∼ 10 −10 ). Using these vectors, we can employ Equations (1)- (3) for targets assessment. In view of that, Equation (5) is a measure of the efficiency spread of the two clusters. Particularly, the technical efficiency of councils from cluster B is, on average, higher than the one of councils from A (with respect to their own frontier) if and only if ES AB > 1. No technical efficiency differences are expected whenever ES AB = 1.
Definition 4. (Technological gap, TG).
There is a technological gap (TG) between two technologies, ∂Ψ A and ∂Ψ B , if one of them can produce more outputs with fewer resources than the other one. Considering the same directional vectors as in Definition 3, Ψ B is more productive than Ψ A if its benchmarks consume fewer resources than the ones in ∂Ψ A , i.e., RP AB > 1, and/or those benchmarks produce more goods/services than their counterparts from Ψ A , i.e., GP AB > 1 . Additionally, TG AB = RP AB · GP AB . Thus, TG AB > 1 when ∂Ψ B is more productive than ∂Ψ A , being:
Definition 5 (Returns-to-scale, RTS). The returns-to-scale (RTS) index measures how close councils are from their own most productive scale size (MPSS), when compared to other councils from another cluster. Councils from B are closer to their own MPSS than councils in A if RTS AB > 1 and:
Hypothesis 3(H3) (Aggregating function). This paper adopts the geometric mean as the aggregating function, i.e., ℘ (
Definition 6 (HMI).
Based on Hypothesis 3, the HMI [44] is a true measure of TFP, can be computed by means of Equation (4), and it is multiplicatively decomposable into the terms ES AB , RP AB , GP AB , and RTS AB [38] . In other words, the product of Equations (5)- (7) returns the aggregated version of Equation (1).
Empirical Evidence on Impact of EU Programs on Portuguese Councils
Portuguese Local Government
Portuguese local government is composed of administrative regions, local councils, and civil parishes, with local authorities responsible for delivering local public services to residents. Council responsibilities are regulated (Law 75/2013 of 12 September 2013) and are diverse: rural and urban infrastructure, energy, transport and communication, education, local assets, culture and science, leisure and sports, health, social welfare, housing, civil protection, water supply, wastewater and urban waste, consumer protection, development promotion, planning, local police and, finally, intergovernmental relations [45] . Councils can cooperate with each other through various institutional arrangements and are free to choose governance structures for local public service production and provision [46] .
As we can see from Figure 3 , most of the Portuguese councils are small (185) and medium size (99) in terms of population and thus size may be an important determinant of council administration and technical capacity. The average size is 34,500 inhabitants-aligned with the European Union average-and councils are located unevenly by region [4] . Table 3 presents weighting of local functions in Portugal and EU average. Most of municipal expenditure is spent on General Functions (36%), Other (26%), and Economic Activity (22%), as opposed to EU Average at 24%, 15%, and 12%, respectively. institutional arrangements and are free to choose governance structures for local public service production and provision [46] . As we can see from Figure 3 Table 3 presents weighting of local functions in Portugal and EU average. Most of municipal expenditure is spent on General Functions (36%), Other (26%), and Economic Activity (22%), as opposed to EU Average at 24%, 15%, and 12%, respectively. Council investment and funds data for each year of the research period were collected from the National Agency for Development and Cohesion (NADC), which is the entity responsible for the management and evaluation of the Portuguese execution of EU cohesion funds. Moreover, council key performance and sustainability indicators data for each year of the research period were collected from the National Institute of Statistics.
The analysis considered the variables presented in Table 4 , in view of the type of investment/funds and the three main thematic objectives of EU programs: competitiveness factors, territory development, and human potential.
effectiveness, economic and social development, and financial sustainability-as well as including the ESIF III and NSRF characteristics considered earlier. This allows for differential council behaviour in each period. Table 4 . Variables description and references (2010-ESIF III and 2015-NSRF).
Variable Description Units
Input-Investment per inhabitant [47] EU investments allocated and applied in each council divided by number of residents. 1000 e
Input-Funds per inhabitant [47] EU funds allocated and applied in each council divided by number of residents. 1000 e
Output-Purchasing power per capita PPP [12, [48] [49] [50] This composite indicator is intended to translate the purchasing power in per capita terms.
It is an index number with the value 100 in the country average, which compares the purchasing power, in per capita terms, in different councils or regions.
Output-Companies gross value added per capita [18] [19] [20] 51] The company gross added value (GAV) is the wealth per resident generated in the production, discounting the value of goods and services consumed to achieve it, for example, the raw materials. The values are gross when the consumption of fixed capital is not assumed.
e
Output-(Education) high school conclusion rate [14, 52, 53] Success rate meaning the number of students that concluded high school divided by the total number of students.
% Output-(Health) doctors per 1000 inhabitants [14, 54] Number of doctors divided by a thousand residents. No
Output-(Indebtedness) debt service ratio [55, 56] Sum of interest paid plus capital debt amortization divided by total expenses. %
Results
Table 5 is provided to assist readers in the following discussion of the study findings. Table 6 provides the comparison between sustainable and non-sustainable councils covering both EU Programs (ESIF III and NSRF). From these results, we can observe that sustainable councils are indeed more efficient than councils that have been considered as non-sustainable on the CSI. Given this outcome, Hypothesis H1 cannot be rejected at the 95% confidence level. It is important to note that differences in terms of technical efficiency are clearer in ESIF III than in the NSRF. Nevertheless, in none of these scenarios were productivity gaps statistically meaningful, as predicted by the Hicks-Moorsteen index, which is a measure of total factor productivity (see Definition 6) . In other words, Hypothesis H2 is rejected. This results from the non-existence of significant technology gaps between clusters. In other words, benchmarks from both worst and best council clusters (in terms of the CSI-related sustainability) can produce similar amounts of outputs accounting for comparable levels of inputs. As to the returns to scale, the best councils with respect to sustainability seem to be closer to their optimal (most productive) scale size than the worst ones under the ESIF III program. It is no longer true under NSRF that both best and worst councils share similar positions regarding their own most productive scale size. It seems there was a convergence of councils through time regarding their scale efficiency. 
RP AB
Benchmarks of cluster A consume fewer resources than benchmarks of B
The consumption profile of benchmarks of both clusters is similar
Benchmarks of cluster A consume more resources than benchmarks of B.
GP AB
Benchmarks of cluster A deliver more services than benchmarks of B
The production profile of benchmarks of both clusters is similar
Benchmarks of cluster A delivery less services than benchmarks of B.
TG AB
Overall, the productivity of A is higher than the productivity of B
Overall, the productivity levels of A and B are identical Overall, the productivity of A is lower than the productivity of B.
RTS AB
Councils of cluster A are closer to their optimal scale than councils of B Councils of clusters A and B are "at the same distance" to their optimal scale
Councils of cluster B are closer to their optimal scale than councils of A.
HMI AB
Overall, total factor productivity of A is higher than B
Overall, both clusters share identical total factor productivity levels
Overall, total factor productivity of B is higher than A Table 7 compares the efficiency and productivity results for the ESIF III and NSRF clusters. The transition from ESIF III to NSRF has promoted a slight decrease (2-3%) of technical efficiency in both the worst and best councils. This can be seen in the confidence intervals of ES ** in the second and the fifth columns of Table 5 . The interval upper bound is lower than 1; thus, clusters A and B exhibit lower efficiency spreads (higher consistency) than C and D, respectively. Put differently, Hypothesis H3 is rejected at the 95% confidence level. This transition has also seen a poorer utilization of resources for comparable levels of produced goods/services. According to the values of both RP AC and RP BD , on average, benchmarks from NSRF-based clusters consume about 4-6% more resources than their counterparts in ESIF III-based groups, for the same amounts of outputs. Since no differences on the output-based index, GP AC and GP BD , have been detected (i.e., the corresponding confidence intervals), no technological gaps, TG AC and TG BD , were detected. However, there was a substantial withdrawal from the optimal scale due to the transition of ESIF III-NSRF, as observed by the reduced values of RTS AC and RTS BD . This means that the overall productivity of both best and worst councils concerning sustainability has decreased over time (HMI AC , HMI BD < 1). Since these councils have become less productive, Hypothesis H4 is rejected at the 95% level. Similar and consistent conclusions arise by comparing cluster A with D and B with C. On the one hand, the best councils in NSRF are considerably less productive than the worst councils in ESIF III. On the other hand, the best councils in ESIF III are more productive than the worst councils in the NSRF, which is an expected outcome and discards Hypothesis H6. Accordingly, a circular condition can be observed, in line with both Hypothesis 2 and Definition 6. This condition is illustrated in Figure 4 , which encompasses the results shown in Tables 6 and 7 , highlighting in both periods which council group (sustainable and non-sustainable) is more productive. The technical efficiency of sustainable councils (ESIF III) is higher than the efficiency of non-sustainable ones. This is because the former are closer to their efficient frontier than the latter. On average, the efficiency of sustainable councils is~3% higher than that of non-sustainable municipalities. Such a gap can reach~21%. Differences are statistically significant since the 95% confidence interval's lower bound is larger than 1.
RP AB (resources productivity) No statistically significant differences between these two clusters were found in terms of productivity. The expected value of HMI is close to 1, a value belonging to the 95% confidence interval. * The index is statistically different from 1, at the 5% significance level (or lower); ** The index is not statistically different from 1, at the 5% significance level (or lower). 
Concluding Remarks
Established in 1986, the ESIF played a crucial role in the economic and social development of Portugal, especially on the finance provided at the local level. This paper has focused on the differential impact of EU investments and funds programs by applying the CSI, a new local government evaluation model developed by Caldas et al. [23] .
The empirical analysis conducted in this paper allows us to draw four major conclusions. In the first place, we found that sustainable councils are more efficient due to sound levels of governance, government effectiveness, economic and social development, and/or financial sustainability. However, they are not more productive than councils which were determined to be non-sustainable under the CSI. In sum, for both EU programs, the difference in investment impact was not significant regardless of whether a council exhibited higher or lower levels of sustainability.
Secondly, the importance of EU programs to the structural adjustment of the Portuguese economy is recognised and continuity of EU cohesion policies seems imperative to guarantee sustainable development.
Finally, we found that both efficiency and productivity are higher on ESIF III (2000-2006) than under NSRF (2007-2013)-for sustainable and non-sustainable councils alike-because of the stronger effects of ESIF III on the economic and social circumstances of residents, including increased competitiveness, spatial development, and the human potential of individual councils and specific 
Finally, we found that both efficiency and productivity are higher on ESIF III (2000-2006) than under NSRF (2007-2013)-for sustainable and non-sustainable councils alike-because of the stronger effects of ESIF III on the economic and social circumstances of residents, including increased competitiveness, spatial development, and the human potential of individual councils and specific regions.
From a policy perspective, our findings suggest that ESIF should continue fostering economic and social development at the local level regardless of council size or regional location since overall development will flow from this economic and social structural adjustment strategy. More generally, we conclude that ESIF strategies have made a positive contribution to Portuguese development contribution whilst respecting the principle of subsidiarity [5] .
Further empirical investigation is required on the specific investment impact under the ESIF using different output indicators. In addition, the CSI could be fruitfully applied to council performance and sustainability throughout Europe. Importantly, a new CSI including environmental dimensions should be constructed, a benchmarking exercise should be carried out, and its outcomes should be compared with the ones achieved in the current research. 
Major Contributions
Innovative principles of the 1988 Reform: concentration (in a limited number objectives and application to regions whose development is lagging behind), the additionality (community expenditure complemented by national expenditure), the partnership (involvement of all levels of national and community administration and social partners in the preparation and implementation of programs) and programming (refusal of financing of individual projects and their pluri-annual programs and pluri-sectorial framework and, preferably, interregional). The word evaluation appears for the first time.
Notwithstanding the efforts, it was not possible to efficiently mobilize and achieve the corporate sector, in terms of its management and competitiveness.
It fulfilled the objectives of output growth, the employment, real convergence with the other countries of the community, and of convergence between internal regions. High performance and adaptation of the programs to the operating context and social evolution-the increasing economic effectiveness of the structural funds. 
